Planning & Zoning Commission
November 11", 2020 Minutes
Virtual Meeting

The regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by
Chairman Kent Wilson. Chairman Wilson stated that the meeting was being held virtually via video
and telephone conferencing. The meeting was also being live streamed for the public through the
City of Gallup’s Facebook page. Madam Secretary informed Chairman Wilson that they were having
issues with the phone number advertised in the legal notice and Chairman Wilson stated that anyone
wishing to call into the meeting to call (505) 726-2614.

Upon roll call, the following were present:

Chairman K. Wilson

Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez
Commissioner F. Pawlowski
Commissioner M. Long
Commissioner L. Miller
Commissioner J. Cresto
Commissioner K. Spolar

Presented to the Chairman and Commissioners for their approval were the minutes of the October
14th, 2020 regular meeting. Commissioner Miller motioned for approval of the minutes as presented.
Seconded by Commissioner Pawlowski. Motion Carried.

Upon roll call, the following votes were:
Commissioner L. Miller (Yes)
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Chairman K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)

Chairman Wilson asked if any Commissioner had a conflict of interest for any agenda item and if so
to recuse him/herself prior to discussing the particular item.

Upon roll call, the following votes were:

Chairman K. Wilson (No)

Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (No)
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (No)
Commissioner M. Long (No)
Commissioner L. Miller (No)
Commissioner J. Cresto (No)
Commissioner K. Spolar (No)

Chairman Wilson asked the Madam Secretary to state the names of the individuals attending the
virtual meeting. Upon roll call the following were present:
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CB Strain, Planning and Development Director

Jon Pairett, Fire Inspector

John Wheeler, Electric Director

Barry Butler, property owner (Item One)

Neal Butler, property owner (Item One)

Anthony Dimas, agent for McKinley County NM (Item Two)
Sylvia Barela, Santa Fe Recovery Center (Item Two)

Chairman Wilson administered the oath required by State Law for public forum for each of the
individuals listed above.

Chairman Wilson stated that anyone wishing to speak limit their comments to three minutes and not
to duplicate a previous point; they will have one opportunity to testify. Chairman Wilson also
notified the Commission that there may be individuals calling in from the public to make comments.

ITEM ONE: CASE # 20-00800002: Request by Butler Brothers, LLC, property owner for a
Variance granting relief from a code requirement pertaining to required surfacing material in parking
areas for a new self-storage facility. The property is located at 226 Dee Ann Avenue; more
particularly described as 2.64 acres M/L in SW % of 27 15 18, Annexed-Rolling Hills #9.

CB Strain began by explaining how the request was for a variance from the required paving or
concrete material for the surfacing of a parking area, which included driving aisles and anything
related to the parking to gain access to the buildings. CB read aloud Section 10-4-A-a-viila of the
City of Gallup Land Development Standards for Surfacing and Markings:
a. Parking areas shall be paved with either asphalt or concrete. Permeable pavement may be
utilized. Permeable pavement includes interlocking pavers, modular pavers, and open-celled
paving, or similar materials that allow the infiltration of water and that meet the requirements
of the City of Gallup. Permeable pavement does not include gravel, crusher fines and turf.

CB stated that basically permeable pavement was if they were going to design a project for the
~ drainage to allow the water to permeate through the surface material and then drain that way whereas
those were the materials that were allowable for that type of drainage. If it’s going to be surface
drainage off the surface that runs into a control basin, then they have to use pavement or concrete.

CB stated that the applicant was asking for a variance in order to allow asphalt millings to be used for
the parking surfacing material, instead of asphalt. The code is very clear that asphalt millings are not
an alternate material that is permissive whereas the acceptable materials are listed. CB continued by
explaining how in order to apply and grant a variance, the applicant must have a hardship peculiar to
the land. CB informed the Commission that he listed the variance criteria in their agenda packets and
if the Commission would like him to review it with them he could. CB summarized how the code
states that in order to be considered for a variance they must meet certain criteria, which is having a
hardship peculiar to the land that prevents the applicant from complying with the rule. That means
that something with the land has to be preventing compliance. CB stated that a variance could not be
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used in order to waive a requirement or substitute materials into a requirement whereas a variance
was very specific. Generally a variance is used for setbacks of a narrow, sloping or irregular shaped
lot that prevents an owner from meeting setbacks and limits their buildable area. When that is done,
they are only given a variance for the amount needed in order to relieve that hardship; it’s not a
complete relief from the rule. CB reiterated that what the applicants were asking for this evening was
a complete relief from the rule requiring the surfacing material. FINDINGS OF CONCLUSION:
CB informed the Commission that the property owner did not met the minimum variance criteria
under Section 10-5-B-d-ii2 of the City of Gallup Land Development Standards. Therefore CB did not
recommend approval of the variance request being that there was no hardship peculiar to the land
that prevented pavement from being placed instead of millings.

CB continued by stating that the Planning and Zoning Commission did not have the authority to
waive, ignore, or modify a code requirement. The role of the Commission is simply to enforce the
. rules as written. CB stated that to allow the alternate surfacing material, the code would have to be
changed to allow it, which would take an actual text amendment to the regulation.

Chairman Wilson asked the Commissioners if they had any questions.

Commissioner Cresto knows that CB said asphalt millings couldn’t be used, but he didn’t see that in
the code; he does however see the code’s reference to gravel, crusher fines, and turf. Commissioner
Cresto asked CB to explain that. CB stated that the list Commissioner Cresto was referring to listed
the materials that could be used for a permeable surface; for a hard surface the code says that asphalt
or concrete is required (no reference to millings). Commissioner Cresto pointed out how there was no
definition in the code for asphalt because he was trying to clarify the difference between asphalt and
asphalt millings. CB explained how millings were milled from an existing parking lot, street or
roadway where generally the surface material was no longer adequate. Then they take a big milling
machine, chop it up and replace it with new asphalt. CB stated that the City requires virgin asphalt
for any construction that requires parking lot surfacing materials.

Commissioner Long stated that his interpretation of the way construction was going was that they are
starting to see more recycled asphalt used for surfacing materials such as, millings or pieces thrown
through a pulverizing machine. He continued by stating that the Commission needed to add asphalt
millings into the code because LEED’s projects like to see that. Commissioner Long stated that
recycled asphalt or asphalt millings should be included in the code to some extent, but he was unsure
of the extent whether it should be in the front/back of a house or grocery store whereas the different
sites would lead to different solutions. He stated that it made sense to amend the code in a fashion
that goes along with the occupancy of what the land was used for. For example, the large back area
of a warehouse where trucks turn around and that’s all it’s used for could be allowed to use asphalt
millings. Commissioner Long stated that asphalt millings were a common material used for road
surfacing and it needed to be in the code somewhere. He’s not sure on the procedure for beginning
the text amendment process, but would like staff to clarify and also like to receive input from the
other Commissioners.

Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez stated that it seemed like these were two separate issues; there’s a

Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting
November 11th, 2020
Page 3 of 12



wvariance and text amendment issue that need to be considered separately. Chairman Wilson stated
yes; Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez was correct. Chairman Wilson asked that the Commissioners
hold off on their text amendment questions and ask staff questions pertaining to the case at hand,
which was the variance. The Commission can discuss the text amendment issue during their
discussion stage.

CB informed the Commission that he contacted ten other municipalities throughout New Mexico just
to see if anyone else was using asphalt millings as an alternate material for surfacing. Chairman
Wilson stated that CB could save that information for their discussion stage.

Chairman Wilson asked if there was anyone wishing to speak in favor of this case.

Barry Butler introduced himself and requested the documents they just prepared be displayed on the
screen. (A copy is attached hereto, marked as Exhibit A, B, C, D, E & F and made a part of these
official minutes). Mr. Butler stated that the parking area shown in blue on the revised drawing done
by Depauli’s Engineering and Surveying (Exhibit A) was where they intended to comply with all the
requirements of Section 10-4-A-a-viila. He stated that this revised drawing was shown to Mr. Strain
when they submitted their application for a variance. The blue area is the actual parking area for the
storage facility. The screen was used to display Exhibit B. Mr. Butler stated this was the full
development; the revised plan (the original plan didn’t show the parking in the front). He stated that
Exhibit B showed the entire proposed development with the parking in the front and the storage units
in the back, which was included in the Commission’s agenda packets. The self-storage section is
shown in red, which will be a restricted access area with an electric gate. Mr. Butler stated that he
believes it falls under Section 10-3-C-i-iv2 Self-Storage where it states that, “Where no parking is
provided within the building separation area, a twenty (20) foot wide separation is allowed.” Mr.
Butler stated that since no parking was provided within the self-storage of the development, their
contention was that Section 10-4-A-a-viila did not apply to the self-storage portion of the
development. The screen was used to display Exhibit C. Mr. Butler stated that this was the original
plan that Mr. Strain had and there was a notation highlighted in yellow that said, “Install 4” thick
PMBP or oiled asphalt milling to 93% - 97% max theoretical density driving surface.” He does not
presume to speak for DePauli Engineering, but thinks it’s reasonable to interpret the professional
engineering stamp on the drawings approved by Marc DePauli and Mario Rodriguez indicating that
they consider oiled asphalt millings an adequate surfacing material for the limited amount of traffic
that will occur. The screen was used to display Exhibit D. Mr. Butler stated that these were pictures
of three different driving parking areas in Gallup, which two of them were with oiled asphalt and one
was City owned with a base course. He stated that in addition to durability they were talking about
this being a recycled green material, which virgin asphalt and concrete are not. Mr. Butler went on to
explain that the top picture showed the oiled asphalt fire lane installed at Hozho Academy when the
facility first became active. Before COVID-19 parents regularly drove over the asphalt milling
surface fire lane as part of the loop to drop off and pick up their children resulting in substantially
more traffic than their self-storage is likely to see in several years. One of the bottom photos is a City
owned driving surface and the other bottom photo is a City parking lot. The screen was used to
display Exhibit E. Mr. Butler stated that there were two buildings erected after the Land
Development Standards was adopted, which was a structure for UNM and Red Barn Growers. The
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UNM used sub grade as parking material and ground cover for their building. Mr. Butler stated that
he understands that they are a government facility and they can do as they wish, but it’s out there and
they use substantially more of the driving surface than their self-storage would. The bottom pictures
are for Red Barn Growers, which is a new facility that just became active. He stated that a building
permit was issued for that whereas Red Barn Growers met the parking requirements in the front and
used recycled concrete as a ground covering in the back. The screen was used to display Exhibit F.
Mr. Butler stated that this was an overhead shot of an existing storage facility that belonged to the
Butler Brothers, LLC at 309 Dee Ann Avenue, which had recycled asphalt millings on it. Mr. Butler
stated that in summation he was not really sure that staff was approaching this the way that they were
asking. He stated that he guessed they were asking for a variance to Section 10-4-A-a-viila because
he didn’t think it applied to them. What they are trying to do is the parking area for the self-storage
unit, which will have minimal traffic. Mr. Butler stated that a self-storage facility with minimal
driving was not addressed by the code, which was why he thought they should allow for a green
recycled, durable material such as recycled asphalt. Mr. Butler thanked the Commission for their
time.

Chairman Wilson asked the Commissioners if they had any questions for Mr. Butler.

Commissioner Pawlowski asked Mr. Butler what kind of material they planned to use for the parking
area, which in their drawings was separate from the actual units. Mr. Butler stated that there was
already a cement pad there, which they were going to use for parking and what was not covered with
the cement pad would be access to the gate. Mr. Butler referred to Exhibit A that showed the parking
area in blue, which was the only area they planned on paving using virgin asphalt.

Commissioner Miller asked what the occupant load of the parking lot would be whereas he was
concerned as to how many parking spaces were required for a self-storage facility. He thought of it as
a parking lot versus aisle access, which were two different things. Commissioner Miller stated that
maybe one thing they also needed to do is to define the differences. Neal Butler briefly introduced
himself and informed Commissioner Miller that if he looked at Exhibit A it defined self-storage,
which was derived from page 82 of the Land Development Standards. For a self-storage facility the
code requires three spaces, plus one space for each one-hundred storage units, exclusive of long-term
vehicle storage. Commissioner Miller stated to CB that would define the actual parking area and
explained how he understood CB’s position with the applicants not meeting the hardship of the
variance. However, looking at it from a planning design and occupancy load that’s how
Commissioner Miller would interpret it for required parking spaces. CB stated that the way he
interpreted the code was that the surfacing material required was for any place where there was going
to be vehicular traffic. CB explained how they are going to have cars traveling to their storage units
to load and unload so there was going to be vehicles traveling along all of the aisles in-between the
storage units. Just because there’s not actual parking spaces striped by the containers, there’s still
vehicles that are going to be traveling along that way. Plus they need to keep in mind that they need
to make sure that the surface is adequate for fire apparatus to drive through and not sink, which was
addressed in the Fire Department’s comments. CB wanted to make clear that he wasn’t disputing
whether or not millings would be an adequate material, if done right. However, they would first have
to do studies to determine what types of millings were acceptable, which would be up to an engineer.
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CB reiterated that was not what they were disputing this evening; they are disputing that a variance is
not the right mechanism to use to grant relief from the requirement. CB explained that if the
Commission wanted to allow millings as an alternative surfacing material it would have to be done
using a text amendment. CB was not opposing the applicant’s wishes, but saying that the way it was
being presented this evening wasn’t the right mechanism because it didn’t meet the variance criteria.
What should have happened was the applicants could have filed an appeal to staff’s interpretation of
the code whereas this could have been used to make recommendations to amend the code. CB
explained that the amendment to the code wasn’t an overnight process and he understands the
applicants are trying to streamline the process because they want to start their construction by spring
time. But, staff wasn’t opposing the change or opposing the recommendation of using an alternative
material, but it didn’t meet the criteria for a variance. Chairman Wilson stated that was the main issue
coming before the Commission this evening whereas the request for a variance did not meet the
criteria.

Chairman Wilson asked if there were any other parties wishing to speak to this case.

Barry Butler wanted to make an additional comment for the record; he is basically saying that the
parking portion of the code does not apply to them. He stated that as a storage facility it fell under a
different section altogether. Mr. Butler stated that the variance may be the wrong vehicle, but Section
10-3-C-i-iv2 for Self-Storage didn’t address it all. Neal Butler wanted to add a comment to what CB
said about the fire apparatus; as long as the material is compacted to meet the weight of the fire
apparatus, the code does not say anything for the surfacing of the fire lane. Mr. Butler stated it just
said it had to meet the weight of the apparatus and be durable in all weather conditions; it does not
say anything about the covering.

Chairman Wilson clarified that the decision to be made this evening was concerning the variance and
not the text amendment.

Chairman Wilson asked the Madam Secretary if there was anyone who called in wishing to speak for
or against this case. There were none.

Chairman Wilson stated that the hearing was closed. Motion to approve or deny the request for Case
Number 2020-00800002. There was no motion made whereas Chairman Wilson opened the floor for
additional discussion between the Commissioners to review the evidence and facts presented.

Chairman Wilson acknowledged the applicant’s due diligence in preparing for their hearing and

making a good case for revising the code. He would like to hear how the Commission feels about
recommending a text amendment to allow millings, however, he understands that the terms millings
and recycled asphalt mean different things. Chairman Wilson stated that they also have to consider
the compaction of the materials; however that would be for an engineer to review and determine.

Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez asked to hear staff’s comments on what he found in other cities
across New Mexico. She also wanted to reiterate that the applicants were requesting for a variance,
which was a separate issue from amending the Land Development Standards. CB stated that was
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correct. CB stated that he picked ten cities in New Mexico at random that were of different sizes and
populations. He then asked them if they allowed millings as an alternate surfacing material in parking
areas or any place where they have vehicular traffic. The following cities stated no; Albuquerque,
Santa Fe, Farmington, Las Cruces, Deming, Taos, Tucumcari, Rio Rancho, Roswell, Las Vegas (Las
Vegas does however allow millings as a temporary patching material for pot holes and parking lots.)
CB stated that he wanted to make sure they were falling in line with best practices that other cities
were doing and it turns out they are. However, that does not say that alternate materials would not be
adequate, like CB explained before this was not the mechanism to do this with. Commissioner
Mackenzie-Chavez asked CB if he received any information from the municipalities he contacted
regarding the reason as to why they didn’t use millings; was it the durability, off-gassing or fire
vehicle issues. CB stated that they basically all said that it was a substandard material that in their
experience, which wouldn’t last. CB was unsure as to how they laid the millings down or what
happened to where they decided they wouldn’t allow it.

Commissioner Long stated that he was unsure on how to handle this item, but was considering
possibly tabling the item. He stated that there was a fine line with what Commissioner Miller was
mentioning between the definitions of parking areas; he wondered if that meant the front of the house
where ADA parking and striping was located. Commissioner Long recommended tabling the item so
the Commission could look at amending the code and adding recycled asphalt in an appropriate
manner. Chairman Wilson pointed out that the issue to approve or deny was not for the surfacing
material; it’s to approve or deny the variance. By the code’s definition of a variance this was the
wrong vehicle to bring this issue before the Commission. Chairman Wilson stated that the applicants
were asking for a variance to use alternate surfacing material; however the variance specifies that the
applicants must have a hardship peculiar to the land. Commissioner Long explained how his
recommendation to table the item was so the text amendment could be studied, then the variance
request could be changed, and looked at during a different meeting whereas perhaps table was not the
correct term to use. Chairman Wilson stated the correct way would be to deny the request because it
did not meet the criteria for a variance and the applicant was free to come back by using the proper
vehicle to approach the Commission for whatever relief they wanted to. CB stated that the
Commission could give staff direction to look into changing the code, but a table would not work in
this instance because when they reopen the case, they are reopening the variance whereas a variance
was not the proper mechanism. Once the Commission gives staff the direction to look into amending
the code to allow alternate materials, they could move forward with that as opposed to making the
applicant reapply and go through another public hearing. CB stated that would be the best route to go
whereas they wouldn’t be breaking any rules. Commissioner Long stated that was what he was
wanting and thanked CB for clarifying that for them. Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez stated that
she agreed with CB’s recommendation and liked the idea. She thinks what the situation has brought
up was their need to take a look at alternative materials, which was a great idea. Commissioner
Mackenzie-Chavez explained that they have to be very careful with variances and putting the City in
any legal jeopardy. They also need to be cautious on the wording being hypersensitive in the
differences between aisle ways that allow parking to happen on it probably for long periods of time
and distinct parking areas. Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez understands that these aisle ways aren’t
necessarily used as parking spaces; however they are used for heavy loads while bringing items in
and out. Chairman Wilson stated that the Commission needed to make a decision regarding the
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variance and consider a recommendation to staff for the proposed text amendment. Commissioner
Pawlowski asked CB how much time would be needed to change the wording in the code to allow
substitute materials. CB stated that he couldn’t give a definite timeframe, but if the Commission gave
the direction to pursue a change in the code he would immediately start working on it. He stated that
they could probably implement the new code change prior to the applicants wanting to start their
project. CB estimated having the amended text ready by January or February 2021 whereas it would
have to go before two public hearings to the Planning and Zoning Commission and the City Council
for final approval. Chairman Wilson asked CB what City departments would have to review the text
amendment and what engineering studies would need to be done. Chairman Wilson also asked CB to
explain the text amendment process. CB stated that they would have to look at low traffic areas
where the alternate material for surfacing could be used. Luckily, they have an engineer contracted
by the City and they could have them check into that. As far as City departments who would review
it would be primarily input from the Fire Department and Public Works. CB stated that the GTF
review. process was pretty quick being the fastest in the state. He just wants to make sure they are
doing it right the first time because five years from now they don’t want the parking areas to be
inadequate due to the City’s failure to fully address. That’s why they need to go through an engineer
to get a recommendation on how much oil needs to be in the material, how thick, how hot it needs to
be, etc. Chairman Wilson wanted to speak on behalf of the Commission because they are very pro-
business oriented and they do not want to hinder business development. However, they do want to
maintain the necessary standards for property development in the City, which is part of the
Commission’s duties. Commissioner Cresto stated that he liked the direction the Commission was
going and moving forward he’s wondering if they could add exceptions under the section of Surface
and Markings that would allow a little latitude for the director’s ability to possibly consider
alternatives for unique situations. CB stated that he wouldn’t feel comfortable making a decision not
knowing what he was talking about. Commissioner Cresto stated that since there were other areas
within the code that allowed for exceptions he thought this would be an area to also do so.

Motion to approve or deny the request for Case Number 2020-00800002. Commissioner Mackenzie-
Chavez motioned for denial of Item One. Seconded by Commissioner Miller. Motion Carried.

Upon roll call, the following votes were:

Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner L. Miller (Yes)
Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)

Chairman Wilson would like to make a formal recommendation to staff to move forward with the
text amendment discussed this evening. Commissioner Miller stated that maybe Butler Brothers,
LLC could work with the City on how to meet their solution whereas they wouldn’t have to amend
the code. Chairman Wilson stated that the process of recycled asphalt has been developing more
recently and was unsure as to what the standards were on that as compared to virgin asphalt. Those
were things that Chairman Wilson would expect the City to look into before making any final
recommendations to change the code whereas millings are such a general term they don’t know what

that would include. Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez stated that it seemed bias to bring Butler
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Brothers, LLC into this matter being that they have a project that would benefit from the text
amendment. CB stated that Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez was correct because the code says that
a text amendment should be done to benefit the entire community and not just one person. CB stated
that he didn’t think that’s what they were doing because they want to be progressive, business
friendly and if there are alternate materials that could help businesses in their development they want
to move in that direction. CB stated that he does understand what the Commission wants and will
move forward with researching their text amendment request.

ITEM TWO: CASE # 20-00600005: Request by McKinley County New Mexico, property owner
for the Rezoning of 15 acres M/L FROM Industrial (I) Zone District TO General Commercial (GC)
Zone District. The property is located at 2105 and 2109 Hasler Valley Road; more particularly
described as Tract 14, Gallup Northeast Annex-Phase 1, Block 3, being in the NE % of Section 14
T15N R18W containing 15.0 acres M/L.

"CB began by explaining how the McKinley County approached the City to change their zoning
designation from Industrial (I) Zone District to General Commercial (GC) Zone District. He used the
GIS map to display the property’s location, which was where the old juvenile detention center was
located on Hasler Valley Road. CB spoke about how the buildings had been vacant for quite some
time whereas the County was no longer using the building. CB stated that the opportunity came up to
repurpose the building as a recovery home, however within the Land Development Standards
recovery homes are not a permitted use within the Industrial (I) Zone District. In order to allow the
use to occupy the existing building the property must be rezoned to the General Commercial (GC)
Zone District. CB stated that he was unsure as to which building the recovery home was going into,
but he assumed it was going into the more sturdy building and not the tent structure. CB continued by
explaining how this was a service that was greatly needed in the community, which the City strongly
supports; they just need to make sure that it’s legal. CB used the screen to display the GIS Map
showing the property’s zoning designation. He pointed out how the properties to the south were
zoned General Commercial (GC) Zone District whereas they are simply moving the line north to
encompass the said property. CB emphasized how the rezone wouldn’t be violating any spot zoning
laws. FINDINGS OF CONCLUSION: Staff recommended approval of the rezone changing their
zoning designation from Industrial (I) Zone District to General Commercial (GC) Zone District for
the use of a recovery home. CB informed the Commission that the request met the criteria for a
rezone and recommended approval of Resolution Number RP2020-12.

Chairman Wilson asked the Commissioners if they had any questions.

Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez asked CB if he knew what the purpose of the tent structures would
be. CB deferred the question to County Manager, Anthony Dimas. Chairman Wilson asked Mr.
Dimas if he could respond to Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez’s question. Anthony Dimas
introduced himself as the County Manager for McKinley County. He informed the Commission that
the building located on the west side of the property would be the building occupied by the recovery
home. Mr. Dimas stated that the County no longer uses the tent structure except for storing
equipment and files. Commissioner Mackenzie-Chavez thanked Mr. Dimas for answering her
question. Chairman Wilson stated that since Mr. Dimas was speaking in favor of this case, he can
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make additional comments regarding his request at this time. Mr. Dimas stated that the County has
been working with Santa Fe Recovery, the City, and two local hospitals trying to get a more long-
term detox up and running. He continued by explaining how the community has NCI, however it’s
not a long-term facility and they want to be able to have the services available for City and County
members to obtain the treatment that is needed. Mr. Dimas stated that Sylvia Barela was in
attendance this evening who is the CEO of Santa Fe Recovery. He ended by stating that he thought
this was a great opportunity for the community.

Chairman Wilson asked the Commissioners if they had any questions for Mr. Dimas.

Commissioner Pawlowski asked Mr. Dimas in terms of population, what he thought the facility
would be able to hold once up and running. Mr. Dimas was unsure, but estimated between thirty and
forty people. Commissioner Pawlowski asked Mr. Dimas how long the long-term care was for. Mr.
Dimas again was unsure, but thinks it was a ten day detox. Mr. Dimas asked Ms. Barela to answer
Commissioner Pawlowski’s question. Sylvia Barela introduced herself and stated that the facility
would be able to hold up to fifty individuals if the educational areas of the building were also utilized
for individuals, which would be the maximum capacity. Ms. Barela stated that the length of the
program would typically be a seven day program with the flexibility to extend the stay if necessary
for up to ten to fourteen days, depending on the detoxification and needs of the individual.
Commissioner Pawlowski thanked them for answering his question.

Chairman Wilson asked the Madam Secretary if there was anyone who called in wishing to speak for
or against this case. There were none.

Chairman Wilson asked if there were any other parties wishing to speak to this case. There were
none.

Chairman Wilson stated that the hearing was closed.

Motion to approve or deny the request for Case Number 2020-00600005. Commissioner Pawlowski
motioned for approval of Item Two. Seconded by Commissioner Long. Motion Carried. '

Upon roll call, the following votes were:

Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner L. Miller (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)

INFORMATION ITEMS
ITEM THREE: City Council Actions Taken
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ITEM FOUR: October 2020 Building Permit Activity Report

Chairman Wilson asked CB how the building permit activity looked thus far compared to 2019. CB stated
that he thought they were down, but not by much. Surprisingly, building permit and land use applications
haven’t slowed down. CB explained how there are not a lot of big projects happening whereas it’s mainly
reroofs, fences, and little remodels. He spoke about how there’s a new Maverik Gas Station being built on
the east side of Gallup. Allsup’s is also supposed to be remodeling a couple of their stores. CB stated that
they are still suffering the impacts from the recession a few years back and haven’t really bounced back
from that completely, but they are doing good compared to other cities.

OPEN FLOOR:
Chairman Wilson asked the Madam Secretary if there was anyone who called in wishing to comment

on a non-agenda item. There were none.

Chairman Wilson asked if there was anyone in attendance that would like to comment on a non-
agenda item.

Neal Butler stated that he understood that their variance was not the appropriate approach to address
their situation. However, he wanted to ask if there was a different avenue they could take to address
this where they put it in as a self-storage instead of a parking to get it into the section of the code that
they felt it belonged in. Chairman Wilson stated that they needed to work through the Planning and
Development Department on that and not the Commission. CB wanted to inform the Butler’s that he
would be moving forward with researching the text amendment as discussed this evening. CB stated
that they will be looking into the code to see if they can do what they want to do whereas they just
need to stand by and wait for that text amendment to go through. Mr. Butler thanked him for his help.

Motion was made by Commissioner Pawlowski to adjourn the meeting. Seconded by Commissioner
Miller. Motion Carried.

Upon roll call, the following votes were:

Commissioner F. Pawlowski (Yes)
Commissioner L. Miller (Yes)
Commissioner K. Mackenzie-Chavez (Yes)
Commissioner M. Long (Yes)
Commissioner J. Cresto (Yes)
Commissioner K. Spolar (Yes)

Commission